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Dear Governor Sanford and Members of the General Assembly: 

As South Carolina’s only source of comprehensive comparative data on institutional 
performance on legislated institutional effectiveness measures, A Closer Look at Public Higher 
Education in South Carolina: Institutional Effectiveness, Accountability, and Performance provides 
a unique view of the state’s public higher education system. The inclusion of historical data on 
institutional performance, also unique to this document, allows for the evaluation of current 
performance and change in the context of past performance. In addition to the data contained within 
this document, links are provided to the institutions’ mission statements, institutional effectiveness 
reports. Title II Teacher Education data reports, and Performance Funding ratings. These data and the 
linked documents are provided to help inform your deliberations as you consider higher education 
issues from the state perspective. 

In taking this "Closer Look" at higher education, the Commission furthers its primary goal of 
supporting and coordinating efforts to meet the educational and workforce demands of the people of 
South Carolina. In compliance with Section 59-101-350 of the South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as 
amended, I respectfully submit the following report to the members of the General Assembly. 



Sincerely, 




Conrad Festa 
Executive Director 
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INTRODUCTION 

The following publication provides a closer look at data reported annually by South Carolina's public 
institutions of higher education as part of institutional effectiveness reporting and as part of the process 
of performance funding. Prior to the January 2000 edition, this document was entitled "Minding Our 
P's and Q's: Indications of Productivity and Quality in South Carolina Public Colleges and 
Universities." In January 2000, the South Carolina Commission on Higher Education (CHE) 
substantially revised this publication in efforts to provide a source guide integrating data reported by 
the state's public colleges and universities in fulfillment of legislative requirements. 

The CHE integrated institutional effectiveness data reporting with performance data measured 
pursuant to Section 59-103-30 and Section 59-103-45 of the South Carolina Code of Eaws, 1976, as 
amended, to determine institutional funding levels. Data related to the funding process reflect the 
2003-2004 performance year, which resulted in ratings given to institutions in Spring 2004 for the 
purpose of determining the allocation of EY 2004-2005 state appropriations. Historical performance 
data are displayed if available. Detailed information related to the performance funding process in 
South Carolina is available on the CHE's website at http://www.che.sc.gov. 

Throughout this publication, data are displayed on the 33 public institutions of higher education within 
groupings of institutions or sectors that have common missions as identified in Act 359 of 1996. 
However, due to the uniqueness in mission of each individual institution, the reader is cautioned 
against drawing conclusions and making comparisons solely based on the figures and tables found in 
this report. 

What will you find in this report? 

Eleven sections highlight various aspects of higher education. Notations in the "Table of Contents " 
clearly identify components of this publication that are part of reporting requirements of Section 59- 
101-350, or what has become commonly referred to as "Act 255" data. Where appropriate, comments 
in the text explain how these required data elements are utilized as part of annual performance funding 
measurements. 

Sections 1-9 reflect the nine "critical success factors" identified by the General Assembly for South 
Carolina's public colleges and universities (Section 59-103-30). Data from both institutional 
effectiveness and performance funding reporting are combined in these sections. Often the data is 
presented by type of institution or sector, as identified in the legislation. The four sectors of 
institutions as defined in legislation are: 

Research Universities, 

Eour-Year Colleges and Universities, 

Two-Year Institutions-Branches of the University of South Carolina, and 
State Technical and Comprehensive Education System. 

The CHE maintains historical data on institutions and when appropriate, three years of data are 
presented for comparison. 
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Section 10, "Campus-Based Assessment," includes a summary of other institutional effectiveness 
reporting and the web addresses where detailed institutional reports are located. 

Section 1 1 contains each institution's performance ratings as approved by the CHE on June 2, 2005. 
These ratings affected the allocation of state appropriations for the 2005-2006 fiscal year. 

Institutional Effectiveness Reporting 

Pursuant to Section 59-101-350 of the South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as amended, the CHE is 
required to report specific higher education data "in a readable format so as to easily compare with 
peer institutions in South Carolina." This report must be submitted to the Governor and the General 
Assembly prior to January 15th of each year. This information is included throughout the publication 
and integrated with performance funding measures when applicable. 

The information regarding institutional effectiveness reporting required by Section 59-101-350 is 
found below. 

Four- Year Institutions 

• The number and percentage of accredited programs and the number and percentage of programs 
eligible for accreditation; 

• The number and percentage of undergraduate and graduate students who completed their degree 
program; 

• The percent of lower division instructional courses taught by full-time faculty, part-time faculty, 
and graduate assistants; 

• The percent and number of students enrolled in remedial courses and the number of students 
exiting remedial courses and successfully completing entry-level curriculum courses; 

• The percent of graduate and upper division undergraduate students participating in sponsored 
research programs; 

• Placement data on graduates; 

• The percent change in the enrollment rate of students from minority groups and the change in the 
total number of minority students enrolled over the past five years; 

• The percent of graduate students who received undergraduate degrees at the institution, within the 
State, within the United States, and from other nations; 

• The number of full-time students who have transferred from a two-year, post-secondary institution 
and the number of full-time students who have transferred to two-year, post- secondary institutions; 

• Student scores on professional examinations with detailed information on state and national means, 
passing scores, and pass rates, as available, and with information on such scores over time, and the 
number of students taking each exam; 

• Assessment information for the institution's Title II of the Eederal Higher Education Act of 1998 
report that collects and analyzes data on applicant qualifications and the performance of the 
candidates and graduates; 

• Appropriate information relating to each institution's role and mission to include policies and 
procedures to ensure that academic programs support the economic development needs in the State 
by providing a technologically skilled workforce; 
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• Any information required by the commission in order for it to measure and determine the 
institution's standard of achievement in regard to the performance indicators for quality academic 
success enumerated in Section 59-103-30. 

Two-Year Institutions 

• The number and percentage of accredited programs and the number and percentage of programs 
eligible for accreditation; 

• The number and percentage of undergraduate students who completed their degree program; 

• The percent of courses taught by full-time faculty members, part-time faculty, and graduate 
assistants; 

• Placement rate on graduates; 

• The percent change in the enrollment rate of students from minority groups, the number of 
minority students enrolled and the change in the total number of minority students enrolled over 
the past five years; 

• The number of students who have transferred into a four-year, post- secondary institution and 
the number of students who have transferred from four-year, post- secondary institutions; 

• Appropriate information relating to the institution's role and mission to include policies and 
procedures to ensure that academic programs support the economic development needs in the State 
by providing a technologically skilled workforce; 

• Any information required by the commission in order for it to measure and determine the 
institution's standard of achievement in regard to the performance indicators for quality academic 
success enumerated in Section 59-103-30. 

South Carolina's Performance Funding System for Higher Education 

Act 359 of 1996, commonly referred to as the "Performance Funding Legislation," dramatically 
changed the responsibilities of the South Carolina Commission on Higher Education (CHE) 
concerning how public institutions of higher education are funded. The legislation required that the 
CHE allocate state appropriations to South Carolina's public institutions of higher education based on 
their performance in nine areas or "critical success factors." The General Assembly identified several 
performance indicators that could be used, if applicable to a particular type of institution, in assessing 
institutions' successes in achieving performance in each of the areas. In all, 37 performance indicators 
spread across the nine critical success factors are specified. The CHE was assigned the responsibility 
of developing and implementing a system for basing funding on institutional performance and for 
defining how each of the specified indicators would be measured. The General Assembly provided for 
a 3-year phase-in period for implementing a system to provide for available state funding to be 
allocated based on institutional performance. 

In compliance with its legislative mandate, the CHE, in cooperation with South Carolina's higher 
education institutions and other stakeholders in the state's public higher education system, developed a 
system for determining institutions' funding based on performance across the nine critical success 
factors using the 37 performance indicators as applicable. 

The system for determining funding has two major components: 1) a determination of financial needs 
for the institution and 2) a process for rating the institution based on performance across the indicators. 
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The first component, the determination of need (Mission Resource Requirement), identifies the total 
amount of money an institution should receive based on nationally and regionally comparable costs for 
institutions of similar mission, size and complexity of programs and by the prior year's level of 
appropriation. 

The second component, the performance rating, is determined by assessing whether or not the 
institution meets, exceeds, or falls short of standards for each indicator. Standards are set either for the 
individual institution or for institutions within the same sector and are approved annually by the CHE. 
Each year, the institution is rated on its success in meeting the standards on each of the indicators. 
These ratings are totaled and expressed as an average score for the institution. Higher scoring 
institutions with receive a proportionally greater share of available state funding. 

The CHE is in its ninth year of implementation and is continually working to refine and improve the 
performance measurement of South Carolina's public higher education institutions. As might be 
expected, in the nine years since the passage of Act 359 of 1996, the CHE has made revisions and 
refinements to the overall system as well as to various measures as strengths and weaknesses have 
been identified. Details related to scoring and measurement of indicators have varied each year, 
making comparisons across performance rating years difficult. 

Performance Year 6 (2001-2002) saw the most extensive changes to date in the measurement of the 
nine Critical Success Eactors designated in Act 359. The changes, approved by the CHE in Eebruary, 
2001, were based on three general experience-based lessons: 

• There is a common core of critical indicators which is applicable to all sectors. Indicators in this 
core are measured every year for all institutions. 

• There are indicators which are mission-specific to the different sectors defined by the Eegislature. 
Sector specific measures have been defined for these indicators. 

• Some indicators were either duplicate measures of similar data; measures of indicators that, once 
achieved, were unlikely to change on a year-to-year basis; or measures that would be more 
effective if they were combined. 

This edition of A Closer Look at Public Higher Education in South Carolina reflects these changes 
in the performance funding measures. 

In Section 1 1 of this report, the reader will find for each institution the ratings used in determining the 
allocation of the 2005-2006 state appropriations and information related to scoring institutional 
performance. 

The CHE publishes a Performance bunding Workbook that outlines, in detail, all of the performance 
indicators, how they have been defined, and to whom they apply. The workbook is provided as a 
guide to be used by institutions. It is also useful to others interested in the performance funding system 
in South Carolina as it details the measurement and rating system in its entirety. The workbook is 
published annually and is available on the CHE website (www.che.sc.gov) . 
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Development of Standards 

In Performance Year 5 (2000-01 to impact FY 2001-02 state allocations) the CHE approved sector 
specific common standards that the CHE staff together with institutional representatives had 
developed. A range of acceptable performance was determined for each indicator. Institutions 
performing within the range earn a rating of "Achieves," equal to a numerical score of "2." 

Performance that is above the range earns a rating of "Exceeds," equal to a numerical score of "3," and 
performance below the range earns a rating of "Does Not Achieve," equal to a numerical score of "1." 
(Two indicators, 5D and 7E, reverse the direction.) The standards allow for a broad range of 
performance to achieve the standard and a demanding level of performance to exceed the standard. An 
institution's performance on an indicator in the range of "Does Not Achieve" or "Achieves" could 
receive an additional 0.5 performance point if its performance showed significant improvement over its 
past average performance, as approved by the CHE. The percentage improvement standard varies by 
indicator, reflecting the type of data being measured. In most cases, an institution must show either a 
3% or 5% improvement of the average performance over the past three years. These standards were 
reviewed after three years have remained in place through Performance Year 9, covered by this report. 

The scoring standards are based, where possible, on peer data. When peer data is not available, 
standards have been based on the best available data, including national and state data. If directly 
comparable data were unavailable at the time standards were developed, estimated data based on 
sources that may not be directly comparable were considered. When applicable, figures and tables in 
this document state the standard necessary for an institution to receive a score of "Achieves." 

Strategic Plan for Higher Education in South Carolina 

In the spring of 2001, the Commission initiated the process of revising the South Carolina's strategic 
plan for public higher education. Through a series of meetings of the Planning Advisory Council, and 
with input from all areas of higher education, the Council of Presidents and the Commission, a plan 
was developed and refined. The plan was approved by the Commission on January 10, 2002. It is 
currently under review by the Commission and a committee of institutional presidents. The text of the 
approved plan follows. 

Vision 

South Carolina's system of public and private higher education will address the needs of the 
state by 

• Creating a well-educated citizenry, 

• Raising the standard of living of South Carolinians, 

• Improving the quality of life, 

• Meeting changing work force needs, 

• Creating economic development opportunities, 

• Positioning the state to be competitive in a global economy, and 

• Eashioning a new generation of public sector and private sector leaders. 



5 




Introduction 



Introduction 

During the last decade, the state has made significant strides in improving the quality of and 
access to higher education. The technical colleges have earned a well-deserved reputation for 
the excellence of their technical and occupational programs and for their responsiveness to the 
needs of business. They have also positioned themselves to serve as an entry point into higher 
education for increasing numbers of students. The state's technical colleges and two-year 
regional campuses have provided greater access to a wide array of university programs at sites 
across the state. The four-year institutions have developed new programs and strengthened their 
academic offerings. The state's research universities have expanded their graduate and high 
technology offerings, increased their admission criteria, and garnered greater external support 
for research and technology. 

Yet the growth in state support for higher education has been at best modest, straining public 
college and university resources. All of South Carolina's higher education institutions, both 
public and private, have struggled to achieve greater efficiencies and have shifted increasing 
percentages of their spending to support academic programs. As a result, they operate on lean 
administrative budgets that are well below national averages for per-student expenditures. 

Even so, colleges and universities have had to raise tuition and fees, causing students and their 
parents to pay a higher price for higher education. Tuition charges for the state's public 
colleges and universities are consistently among the highest in the sixteen-state southeast 
region. 

Help has come from the state in the form of dramatic increases in scholarship assistance for 
those students who qualify. Those who do not qualify, however, face a widening gap between 
costs and their ability to pay. The prospect of tuition assistance for students enrolled at two- 
year institutions can provide an avenue into higher education for many of these students but 
poses problems for the two-year institutions in meeting potential enrollment increases. Tuition 
covers only 25% of the operational cost per student. With projected enrollment increases of up 
to 20%, long-term funding for the two-year campuses must take the gap between tuition and 
costs into account. 

Adding to the enrollment pressure is a projected increase in the number of high school 
graduates and an increase in the percentage of these graduates who will be prepared for college. 
More traditional and non-traditional students will expect to matriculate in the state's colleges 
and universities. This projected enrollment growth also increases the pressure for additional 
capital projects to accommodate the greater number of students. 

Faced with greater demand for services and fewer state resources, the state's colleges and 
universities are finding it difficult to compete with the best institutions in other states. South 
Carolina's best college teachers are tempted to leave the state for higher paying positions in 
more supportive environments. The best researchers are attracted to research universities in 
other states that provide better equipment and facilities and greater opportunities to collaborate 
on cutting-edge projects. 
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Clearly, in South Carolina more state resources are needed for higher education. At the same 
time, state budget projections point to several years of belt-tightening, with possible reductions 
in allocations for state colleges and universities. Even after this period of budget adjustments, 
the state will face continued competing demands for limited resources. Social services, early 
childhood education, K-12 education, health care, prisons, roads, and other needs will crowd 
the legislative agenda. As a result, in South Carolina the prospects for adequate state funding 
for colleges and universities are not good. 

In this environment of constricted resources and increasing demands, higher education in South 
Carolina finds itself at a crossroads. If the state is to compete nationally and globally, it must 
have a well-educated citizenry capable of working productively and sustaining and enjoying a 
higher quality of life. Yet, South Carolina is a small state and a comparatively poor one. If it is 
to provide high quality higher education opportunities, it has significant challenges to 
overcome. 

Adversity can lead to positive outcomes. South Carolina can meet its challenges in higher 
education, but to do so it must marshal its resources and launch a concerted and collaborative 
effort to focus those resources strategically. 

Policy makers need to establish priorities and work to have them funded. Institutions need to 
"work smart" to make up for what they lack in resources. The state must make smart choices 
for the future of its citizens. 

In this environment, the following strategic plan sets forth the strategic directions for higher 
education in South Carolina. 

Environmental Factors 

As South Carolina moves resolutely through the first decade of the twenty-first century, it must 
be prepared to negotiate the following demographic and environmental realities that will affect 
higher education: 

• South Carolina's population increased by 15.1% for 1990-2000, compared to the national 
percentage change of 13.2%, which will cause increased demands for access to higher 
education; 

• The college-going rate for South Carolina high school graduates has increased from 
51.9% in 1989 to 61.8% in 1999, adding to the increased population of college-bound 
students; 

• Minorities represent only 26% of the population attending college in South Carolina, 
compared to 33% of the total population of the state, and receive less than 15% of the 
state scholarship dollars, underscoring disparities in college attendance rates and 
scholarship support; 

• The state lottery is projected to cover the cost of tuition at the state's two-year colleges, 
providing opportunities for students but also straining campus resources; 
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• State funding for higher education has declined from 16.5% of the state's budget in 1990 
to 15.3% in 2000, and shortfalls in revenue projections and competing demands for state 
resources make it likely this figure will decline further; 

• Workforce shortages are increasing in such fields as information technology, 
manufacturing technology, nursing, and teaching, suggesting the need to target 
educational resources to meet workforce demands; 

• While the state population will continue to increase, growth will be uneven, leaving 
predominantly rural areas of the state without the benefit of economic development and 
exacerbating the gap between local tax revenues and local needs for services; and, 

• Despite economic gains. South Carolina (82.5%) ranks last among its neighboring states 
of North Carolina (91.1%), Virginia (104.4%), Georgia (95.8%), and Florida (97.3%) in 
percentage of national average per capita income. 



These and other demographic and environmental factors make it clear that South Carolina must 
act promptly and strategically to strengthen key aspects of its higher education system. 

Strategic Goals 

To meet the challenges to higher education in South Carolina, the state's public and private 
colleges and universities and the Commission on Higher Education need to join forces to 
advance a common agenda. The needs of the state will not be met by fragmented or redundant 
efforts. 

The following three strategic initiatives-to increase access to higher education, to develop a 
nationally competitive research agenda, and to create collaborative partnerships-provide 
common ground upon which the state's colleges and universities can address the state's needs. 

1. Expand Educational Opportunities for South Carolina Citizens 

As South Carolina takes steps to increase the number high school graduates who are prepared 
for college, the higher education community needs to develop strategies to accommodate an 
increased number of students. Particular emphasis should be placed on meeting the needs of 
traditionally under-served populations including first generation college students, minorities, 
students from low-income families, and adult learners. Students who have not traditionally 
thought of attending college should be encouraged to do so. All qualified students should feel 
empowered to enroll in college, to upgrade their skills and increase their knowledge, to 
progress from two-year colleges to four-year colleges and universities if they have the ability 
and desire, and to access continuing educational opportunities throughout their lives. The 
following goals are identified to provide increased educational opportunities for South 
Carolina's citizens: 
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A. Expand services and promote innovative approaches to reach traditionally underserved 
populations, including adult learners and minority students; 

B. Promote development of distance education courses and programs and virtual library 
resources to reach students who may not be able to access traditional educational 
programs; 

C. Increase need-based grants and other scholarship resources to provide increased 
opportunities for lower income students; and 

D. Improve articulation of two-year and four-year programs to facilitate transfer of students 
and increase access to baccalaureate programs. 

2. Invest in Research for Economic Development and a Better Quality of Life 

A cornerstone of economic development is high-level, globally competitive research. 
Investments in cutting edge research in engineering, health sciences, physical sciences, 
information systems, environmental sciences, and similar fields yield dividends many times 
over. Top quality research activity attracts top caliber faculty, who in turn attract funded 
support from federal agencies such as the National Institutes of Health and the National Science 
Foundation as well as private research support from industries ranging from pharmaceuticals to 
software and e-business firms to state-of-the-art manufacturing. New and expanding industries 
locate in states where research is taking place, creating jobs and stimulating higher educational 
levels in the population. Much as the Research Triangle has stimulated economic development 
in North Carolina, so too can research investment in South Carolina spur greater economic 
growth and benefit the people of the state. Such development takes conscious planning and 
strategic implementation and should be reflected in the state's strategic plan for higher 
education. 

It also takes a commitment to invest the state's resources in ways that will benefit the state 
exponentially in years to come. The following strategic goals are identified to strengthen the 
state's investment in higher education research for economic development and a better quality 
of life: 

A. Create a state incentive system to encourage institutions to recruit nationally recognized 
faculty who can develop and/or strengthen graduate research programs. 

B. Designate focus areas for research and graduate program excellence and provide 
funding incentives for them to attain national and international standing. 

C. Support and develop research directed at the economic, social and educational 
infrastructure of the state drawing from shared data sources and collaborative efforts 
with other state agencies and private entities. 

D. Create programs to strengthen the quality of teaching and learning as the foundation for 
the state's future scholars and researchers. 
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3. Increase Cooperation and Collaboration for Efficiency and Quality 

At one time higher education might have taken place in an "ivory tower" divorced from other 
institutions and other concerns. That clearly is no longer the case. In an age of rapidly 
increasing needs for a more highly educated citizenry, and in an age, too, when there are strong 
competing demands for the state's resources and real limits on available state funding, it is 
incumbent on higher education to seek and to expand cooperative relationships. Greater 
cooperation and coordination between preK-12 education and higher education can lead to 
shared use of resources, more closely meshed educational planning, better trained teachers and 
administrators, more closely linked academic programs, better prepared students entering 
colleges, and the development of effective data bases to track student progress and assess the 
effectiveness of education in meeting the state's needs. Likewise, enhanced collaboration with 
business and industry can insure that economic development needs are met, that educational 
programs remain on the cutting edge of technological advances, and that education is grounded 
in real world experiences for students and faculty. Finally, increased cooperation among 
colleges, universities, state agencies, and non-profit entities can result in demonstrable 
efficiencies and increased quality. The following strategic goals provide an agenda of 
increased collaborative activity for higher education in South Carolina: 

A. Develop collaborative programs with the business community, state agencies, and non- 
profit corporations to enhance economic development and the quality of life. 

B. Increase both the use of and the technology for sharing data and systems among higher 
education institutions and with other state agencies and the private sector. 

C. Form partnerships with school districts and state agencies to enhance the preparation and 
continuing training of teachers, the quality of education in the state's public schools, the 
preparation for school of the state's children, and the support available to students while 
they are in K-12 schools. 

D. Collaborate with local communities and state and local governments to improve the 
training of health and social service professionals and the delivery of public health and 
welfare programs. 
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Mission Focus 

The first critical success factor listed in Act 359 of 1996 is “Mission Focus.” The relevant 

performance funding indicators for this critical success factor are: 

IB - Curricula Offered to Achieve Mission; 

1C - Approval of Mission Statement; 

ID/E - Adoption of a Strategic Plan to Support the Mission Statement; 

Attainment of Goals of the Strategic Plan. 

The General Assembly in Act 359 of 1996 has determined the following missions for each sector: 

Research institutions 

• college-level haccalaureate education, master's, professional, and doctor of philosophy 
degrees which lead to continued education or employment; 

• research through the use of government, corporate, nonprofit-organization grants, or state 
resources, or both; 

• public service to the State and the local community; 

Four-year colleges and universities 

• college-level baccalaureate education and selected master's degrees which lead to 
employment or continued education, or both, except for doctoral degrees currently being 
offered; 

• limited and specialized research; 

• public service to the State and the local community; 

Two-year institutions - branches of the University of South Carolina 

• college-level pre-baccalaureate education necessary to confer associates' degrees which lead 
to continued education at a four-year or research institution; 

• public service to the State and the local community; 

State technical and comprehensive education system 

• all post-secondary vocational, technical, and occupational diploma and associate degree 
programs leading directly to employment or maintenance of employment and associate 
degree programs which enable students to gain access to other post-secondary education; 

• up-to-date and appropriate occupational and technical training for adults; 

• special school programs that provide training for prospective employees for prospective and 
existing industry in order to enhance the economic development of South Carolina; 

• public service to the State and the local community; 

• continue to remain technical, vocational, or occupational colleges with a mission as stated 
above and primarily focused on technical education and the economic development of the 
State. 



Review of Programs 

The Commission on Higher Education (CHE), through its Division of Academic Affairs, has 
reviewed existing academic programs to ensure the quality and integrity of degree-granting programs 
in the public higher education sector. In its broadest context, program review serves as an instrument 
for gauging the health of the state’s academic programs as well as a strategic planning device for 
determining the present and future needs of specific discipline areas (i.e., new program development) 
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throughout South Carolina. Program review was incorporated into performance funding for the first 
time during the 1999-2000 performance year as part of Indicator IB - Curricula Offered to Achieve 
Mission, which is detailed following the discussion regarding program review. 

Program Review of Senior-Level Institutions 

The CHE has placed programs at the senior institutions it reviews on eight-year cycles. The cycles 
were developed in consultation with the chief academic officers of the colleges and universities and 
are categorized using hroad descriptors (e.g., English, Eife Sciences, Physical Sciences). Measuring 
the success of academic programs has been a complex and multifaceted task which requires funding 
support. Due to budget constraints, program review other than of teacher education programs has not 
been implemented since 2000- 2001. 

The following table outlines the disciplines that have been reviewed for the senior institutions over 
the last 8 years. 

Table 1.1 Programs Reviewed During the Academic Year as Part of CHE’s Program 
Review Process, SC Public 4- Year Institutions Source: CHE Academic Affairs Division 



Academic Year Classification SC Public 4-Year Institutions with Programs in the Area Listed at Left 



1997-98 English 


Clemson, USC Columbia, The Citadel, College of Charleston, Francis Marion, Lander, SC State, 
USC Aiken, USC Spartanburg, Winthrop 


Life Sciences 


Clemson, USC Columbia, MUSC, The Citadel, College of Charleston, Francis Marion, Lander, 
SC State, USC Aiken, USC Spartanburg, Winthrop 






1998-99 Teacher Education 


Clemson, USC Columbia, The Citadel, Coastal Carolina, College of Charleston, Francis Marion, 
Lander, SC State, USC Aiken, USC Spartanburg, Winthrop 






1999-2000 Business 


Clemson, USC Columbia, The Citadel, Coastal Carolina, College of Charleston, Francis Marion, 
Lander, SC State, USC Aiken, USC Spartanburg, Winthrop 


Foreign Languages 


Clemson, USC Columbia, The Citadel, College of Charleston, Francis Marion, Lander, SC State, 
USC Spartanburg, Winthrop 


Home Economics 


SC State, Winthrop 


Nursing 


Clemson, USC Columbia, MUSC, Lander, SC State, USC Aiken, USC Spartanburg 






2000-2001 Computer Science 


Clemson, USC Columbia, the Citadel, Coastal Carolina, College of Charleston, Francis Marion, 
Lander, SC State, USC Spartanburg, Winthrop, 


Engineering and 
Engineering Tech 


Clemson, USC Columbia, The Citadel, Francis Marion, SC State 






2001-2002 








2002-2003 








2003-2004 Education 


USC Columbia, USC Upstate', Winthrop, Coastal Carolina, SC State, USC Aiken 



2004-2005 Education 


Clemson, College of Charleston , Francis Marion, Lander, The Citadel 







^ Formerly USC Spartanburg 



14 
















Section 1 - Mission Focus 



Program Review of the USC Regional Campuses and the Technical College System 

This review begins with associate degree programs found in the University of South Carolina’s 
regional campuses and then proceeds to the much larger and more varied set of associate degree 
programs offered in the State’s 16 technical colleges. The procedures for this annual review require 
each program’ s productivity to be evaluated in terms of enrollment, number of graduates, and percent 
of graduates placed in a related job or continuing their studies full-time. The purpose is twofold: 1) 
to ensure that programs to be continued are responsive to employment trends and meet minimum 
standards; and 2) to identify programs which need to be strengthened. 

Two-Year Institutions-Branches of USC 

All of the 4 two-year regional campuses of USC offer the Associate of Arts/Associate of Science 
degree programs. Each of the AA/AS programs at these campuses is enrolling and graduating 
students in satisfactory numbers. Based on the CHE’s “Annual Evaluation of Associate Degree 
Programs Report,” EY 2002-2003, the number of degree completers in these programs is satisfactory. 

Of the two-year regional campuses of USC, only USC Lancaster offers applied two-year technical 
degrees. Additional programs at USC Lancaster include nursing (joint program with York Tech), 
criminal justice, and business. Since a merger of two under-performing business related programs at 
the campus in June 1995, the combined business program has met the criterion for “good” for both 
enrollments and graduation rates. 

State Technical and Comprehensive Education System 

This review is administered and reported to the CHE by the State Board for Technical and 
Comprehensive Education each year. All of the institutions’ associate degree programs are rated and 
placed in a category, as shown below, based on enrollment, number of graduates, and percentage of 
graduates placed in a related job or continuing their studies full-time. The following criteria apply: 

1) Each program must produce at least 6 graduates during the evaluation year or an average 
of at least 6 graduates over the most recent 3-year period; 

2) At the most recent Eall term, each program must enroll at least 16 students who generate 
12 full-time equivalents; and 

3) At least 50% of the graduates available for job placement must be placed in a job related 
to their education or continue their education on a full-time basis. 

Programs that fail to meet the above criteria must be canceled, suspended, or put on probation unless 
their continuation is justified to the CHE. 



Table 1.2 Program Status at Technical Colleges 

Source: CHE Division of Academic Affairs Annual Evaluation of Associate Degree Programs, EY 2002-2003 



Institution 


2001 


Good 

2002 


2003 


Good-Justified 
2001 2002 2003 


Aiken 


10 


13 


12 


2 


- 


Central Carolina 


12 


16 


15 


2 


1 


Denmark 


8 


11 


10 


1 


- 


Florence- 

Darlington 


20 


22 


23 


2 


1 



2001 


Probation 

2002 


2003 


Suspended 
2001 2002 2003 


2001 


Canceled 

2002 


2003 


2 


3 


3 


112 


- 


- 


- 


2 


2 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


1 


- 


- 


- 


- 


2 


4 


2 


1 


1 


1 


2 
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Institution 




Good 




Good-Justified 




Probation 






Suspended 






Canceled 






2001 


2002 


2003 


2001 


2002 


2003 


2001 


2002 


2003 


2001 


2002 


2003 


2001 


2002 


2003 


Greenville 


28 


34 


34 


2 


- 


- 


3 


1 


1 


1 


2 


2 


- 


- 


- 


Horry- 

Georgetown 


16 


20 


20 


2 


. 


. 


- 


1 


1 


3 


2 


1 


- 


. 


1 


Midlands 


22 


26 


24 


3 


1 


2 


4 


2 


1 


1 


3 


4 


2 


- 


- 


Northeastern 


6 


9 


9 


2 


. 


. 


- 


1 


1 


. 


. 


. 


1 


- 


. 


Orangeburg- 

Calhoun 


14 


17 


18 


2 


. 


. 


1 


1 


. 


. 


. 


1 


4 


_ 


2 


Piedmont 


17 


21 


21 


3 


- 


- 


- 


1 


1 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


Spartanburg 


16 


21 


23 


3 


- 


- 


3 


3 


- 


2 


1 


2 


2 


1 


2 


TCL 


9 


11 


9 


1 


- 


- 


- 


1 


3 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


Tri-County 


16 


18 


19 


3 


- 


- 


- 


3 


2 


- 


- 


- 


1 


- 


- 


Trident 


25 


28 


29 


2 


1 


1 


3 


3 


2 


- 


- 


- 


2 


- 


1 


Williamsburg 


2 


5 


6 


1 


- 


- 


1 


1 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


York 


14 


20 


19 


3 


- 


- 


1 


- 


1 


- 


- 


- 


1 


- 


- 


Total 


235 


292 


291 


34 


2 


5 


22 


26 


19 


9 


10 


12 


14 


2 


8 



Curricula Offered at Institutions 

Performance Funding Indicator IB - Curricula Offered to Achieve Mission is based on the 
institution’s approved mission statement and measures as the percentage of “degree programs” which: 

1) are appropriate to the degree-level authorized for the institution by the CHE and Act 359 
of 1996 

2) support the institutions’ goals, purpose, and objectives as defined in the approved mission 
statement; and 

3) have received “full approval” in the most recent CHE review of that program. 

Research and Teaching Sector Institutions: The measure applies to MUSC and 4-year institutions, as 
a scored indicator in which a resulting percentage is determined and that percentage is scored against 
numeric standards of achievement as approved by the CHE. All three criteria listed in the above 
measure apply. Eor the past performance year, institutions with performance from 95% to 99%, or all 
but one program not meeting each criteria, earned a score of “Achieves” or “2.” 

Degree Programs are those approved by the CHE as listed in the Inventory of Academic Programs as 
of Eebmary 2005, for purposes of determining Year 9, 2004-05, performance. To determine 
performance, degree programs are counted at the level of the degree designation (e.g., BA, BS, MA, 
and PhD). Degree programs offered at multiple sites by an institution are counted once. Eor 
example, an institution offers a BS in Erench at its campus and another off-site location, the BS in 
Erench is counted as one program. An exception to this general rule is made when CHE program 
reviews are conducted at the "option-level" of a degree. In such cases, each option reviewed is 
counted. Eor example, if an institution offers a BA degree in Secondary Education with options in 
English, History and Social Studies and the areas were reviewed separately, then the 3, not 1, degree 
programs would be counted. However, if the Secondary Education degree program were reviewed as 
a whole, then it would count as one program. To date, this exception has applied primarily to teacher 
education programs. 

CHE Program Reviews considered here apply to MUSC and 4-year institutions. Reviews since 1995- 
96 and the status of those reviews as of March 2005 are considered. The results of past reviews 
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updated to the current status based on actions taken by institutions and approved by CHE for 
addressing cases are included as well as the initial result of reviews completed since the last 
performance measurement. 



The resulting numbers and percentages shown in the following table (Table 1.3) for Indicator IB are 
based on the Inventory of Academic Programs and program review activity as of the year assessed. 

Table 1.3 Curricula Offered to Achieve Mission 

Source: Data compiled based on data from CHE Division of Academic Affairs Inventory of Programs and Annual 
Program Review as of May, 2005 



Research and Teaching 
Sector Institntions 


# Meeting 
Each 
Criterion 


Total # of 
Programs 


% Meeting 
Each 
Criterion 


# 

meeting 


# meeting 
criterion 
2 


# meeting criterion 3* 






Yr9 

Performance 


criterion 

1 


0= number of programs 
with full approval of 
number reviewed 


Clemson 


207 


207 


100% 


207 


207 


207 


(127 of 127) 


use Columbia 


317 


319 


99% 


319 


319 


317 


(194 of 196) 


MUSC 


43 


43 


100% 


43 


43 


43 


(25 of 25) 


The Citadel 


43 


44 


98% 


44 


44 


43 


(30 of 31) 


Coastal Carolina 
University 


28 


45 


62% 


28 


28 


28 


(11 of 28) 


College of Charleston 


139 


139 


100% 


139 


139 


139 


(91 of91) 


Francis Marion University 


56 


56 


100% 


56 


56 


56 


(36 of 36) 


Lander University 


44 


44 


100% 


44 


44 


44 


(21 of 21) 


sc State University 


77 


87 


89% 


87 


87 


77 


(62 of 72) 


use Aiken 


30 


30 


100% 


30 


30 


30 


(17 of 17) 


use Beaufort ** 


12 


12 


100% 


12 


12 


12 


(OofO) 


USCUpstate 


45 


50 


90% 


50 


50 


45 


(28 of 33) 


Winthrop University 


90 


90 


100% 


90 


90 


90 


(64 of 64) 



* "# Meeting Criterion 3" include those with full approval plus all programs not reviewed to date. The bracketed information, to 
the right of the number indicating the number of programs meeting the criteria, indicates the "# of programs reviewed with full 
approval" of the "# of programs reviewed." 



**USC Beaufort was approved as a four-year degree granting institution in July 2002. 

Note : Recommendations for the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education Review of Programs at the University 
of South Carolina - Columbia, University of South Carolina - Upstate, and Winthrop were considered by the Commission at its July 
8, 2004 meeting. The results for these institutions have been included. Additionally, such reviews were completed for Coastal 
Carolina University, South Carolina State University and University of South Carolina - Aiken, and the results were considered by 
CHE on May 5, 2005 
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Because program review for the two-year public institutions is quantitative rather than qualitative in 
nature, part 3 of indicator IB does not apply to the regional campuses of USC or the technical 
colleges. For these institutions, performance on Indicator IB is assessed by determining the 
percentage of programs offered by an institution meeting the first two criteria. Those at 100% earn 
compliance on this indicator. 



2- Year Institutions 


# Meeting Each 


Total # of 


Compliance If All Programs Meet 


Criteria 


Programs 


Applicable Criteria 








Yr 9 Performance 


USC Lancaster 


5 


5 


Compliance 


USC Salkehatchie 


2 


2 


Compliance 


USC Sumter 


2 


2 


Compliance 


USC Union 


2 


2 


Compliance 


Aiken Tech 


20 


20 


Compliance 


Central Carolina Tech 


17 


17 


Compliance 


Denmark Tech 


11 


11 


Compliance 


Florence-Darlington Tech 


27 


27 


Compliance 


Greenville Tech 


34 


34 


Compliance 


Horry-Georgetown Tech 


27 


27 


Compliance 


Midlands Tech 


31 


31 


Compliance 


Northeastern Tech 


9 


9 


Compliance 


Orangeburg-Calhoun Tech 


23 


23 


Compliance 


Piedmont Tech 


24 


24 


Compliance 


Spartanburg Tech 


20 


20 


Compliance 


Tech Coll, of the Low Country 


15 


15 


Compliance 


Tri-County Tech 


20 


20 


Compliance 


Trident Tech 


32 


32 


Compliance 


Williamsburg Tech 


5 


5 


Compliance 


York Tech 


21 


21 


Compliance 
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Figure 1.1 Performance Indicator IB - Curricula Offered to Achieve Mission 

Source: Data based on data from CHE Division of Academic Affairs Inventory of Programs and 
Annual Program Review 



Research Institutions - For 

Year 9 (2004 -2005) scores, a 
performance level of 95% - 99% 
or, if <95%, all but 1 meeting the 
criteria was required in order to 
score “Achieves.” 




Teaching Institutions - For Year 9 (2004 -2005) scores, a performance level of 95% - 99%, or if 
<95%, all but one meeting the criteria was required in order to score “Achieves.” This was a scored 
indicator for USC Beaufort in Year 8 (2003 -2004), with a score of “Achieves (2)” based on having 3- 
8 programs approved. 




* USC-Beaufort did not receive a percentage score prior to 2004-2005 due to transition from 2 yr to 4 yr status. 
** Formerly USC Spartanburg. 



Two-year Regional Branches of USC and Technical Colleges - Indicator IB is a compliance 
indicator for these institutions. All scored in compliance in Year 9 (2004-2005) and the two 
previous years. 



Indicator 1C - Mission Statements 

Each institution currently has a Commission on Higher Education (CHE) approved mission 
statement, as required by Indicator 1C - Approval of Mission Statement. Revised statements are 
reviewed by the CHE for approval as they are submitted by the institutions. Each institution’s mission 
statement, as approved by the CHE, can be accessed through the web pages listed below or through 
the CHE’s web site at http://www.che.sc.gov . 
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Institutional Mission Statements 
Research Institutions 

Clemson University http://www.clemson.edu/welcome/quicklv/missin/index.htm 

Medical University of South Carolina http://www.edserv.musc.edu/musc mission/ 

University of South Carolina-Columhia http://kudzu.ipr.sc.edu/mission/ 



Four- Year Colleges and Universities 



The Citadel 

Coastal Carolina University 
College of Charleston 
Francis Marion University 
Lander University 
South Carolina State University 
USC-Aiken 
USC-Beaufort 
USC-Upstate 
Winthrop University 



http://citadel.edu/r3/ahout/values/mission.shtml 
http://www.coastal.edu/ahout/mission.html 
http://www.cofc.edu/trustee/mission.html 
http://www.fmarion.edu/ahout/Mission 
http://www.lander.edu/mission.html 
http://www.scsu.edu/AhoutSCSU/Mission.htm 
http://www.usca.edu/ahoutusca/mission.html 
http://www.sc.edu/heaufort/academicaffairs/institutionaleffect/missions.shtml 

http://www.uscupstate.edu/ahout ups tate/facts, asp 
http://www.winthrop.edu/president/mission.htm 



Regional Campuses 

USC-Lancaster 
U SC-Salkehatchie 
USC-Sumter 
USC-Union 



http://kudzu.ipr.sc.edu/mission/ 

http://kudzu.ipr.sc.edu/mission/ 

http://kudzu.ipr.sc.edu/mission/ 

http://kudzu.ipr.sc.edu/mission/ 



State Technical and Comprehensive Education System 



Aiken Technical College http://www.atc.edu/theCollege vision.htm 

Central Carolina Technical College http://www.cctech.edu/ahout/mission.asp 

Denmark Technical College http://www.denmarktech.edu/mission.htm 

Florence-Darlington Technical College http://www.fdtc.edu/AhoutUs/mission/default.asp 

Greenville Technical College http://www.greenvilletech.com/alumni and friends/mission.html 
Horry-Georgetown Technical College http://www.hgtc.edu/welcome/mission.htm 
Midlands Technical College http://midlandstech.edu/mission.htm 

Northeastern Technical College http://www.netc.edu/GeneralInfol .html#anchor275 101 

Orangehurg-Calhoun Technical College http://www.octech.edu/octech/ahoutus/mission.asp 

Piedmont Technical College http://www.ptc.edu/ahout ptc/mission.htm 

Spartanburg Technical College http://www.stcsc.edu/Mission.asp 

Technical College of the Lowcountry http://www.tcl.edu/mission.asp 

Tri-County Technical College http://www.tctc.edu/visitors media/college information/mission.html 
Trident Technical College http://www.tridenttech.edu/261.htm 

Williamshurg Technical College http://www.wiltech.edu/mission.htm 

York Technical College http://www.vorktech.com/ie/ytcMission.htm 
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Indicator ID/E - Adoption of a Strategic Plan to Support the Mission Statement: 

Attainment of Goals of the Strategic Plan Performance Indicator. 

This indicator is defined for each institution through the submission of individual goals hy the 
institutions and their approval hy the Commission. Eaeh institution sets annual performance eriteria 
for seoring purposes for the three-year goal. For Year 9 (2004 - 2005), eaeh institution was allowed 
either to eontinue reporting on the existing measure as defined for it or to defer reporting on the 
measure until it eould he redefined. Institutions that chose to report reported on their success in 
reaching their annual performanee level on this indicator as defined for Year 8. Clemson, MUSC, 
South Carolina State, USC Beaufort, Winthrop, Midlands Teeh, Northeastern Tech, Piedmont Tech 
Spartanburg Tech, Technical College of the Lowcountry, Williamsburg Teeh and York Tech all chose 
to defer this measure for Year 9. The reported achievements of the rest were eompared with the 
institution’s criteria for a score of “Aehieves” and seored accordingly. Of the 21 institutions seored, 
twenty seored at the “Exceeds” level and one (USC Upstate ) seored at the “Does not Achieve” level. 
As each institution has unique goals and seoring criteria, comparison charts are not presented. 
Additional data is available upon request. 



Academic Programs to Provide a Technologically Skilled Workforce 

In 2001, the South Carolina Eegislature amended Section 59-101-350 of the South Carolina Code of 
Eaws, 1976, as amended, to include the following as an Institutional Effectiveness reporting 
requirement. 

Appropriate information relating to the institution's role and mission to include policies and 
proeedures to ensure that academic programs support the eeonomic development needs in the 
State by providing a technologieally skilled workforce, (added text underlined.) 



The institutions of the state have included a section relating to the above requirement in their 
Institutional Effectiveness Reports. Einks to these reports are found in Section 10 of this document. 
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QUALITY OF FACULTY 

The second critical success factor in performance funding looks at the quality of faculty at South 
Carolina's public institutions. Indicators used to assess this factor in Year 9 are: 

2A - Academic and Other Credentials of Professors and Instructors; 

2D - Compensation of Faculty; 

Academic and Other Credentials of Professors and Instructors 

Indicator 2A, “Academic and Other Credentials of Professors and Instructors,” is a measure of 
the academic credentials of faculty. Prior to Year 6, the measure of 2A consisted of multiple 
suhparts, each considering credentials of faculty teaching undergraduates. In Year 6, the measure was 
redefined to provide a better focus for each sector. Research, Teaching, and Regional Campuses 
Sector Institutions are measured on the percentage of full-time faculty with a terminal degree in their 
primary teaching area. Technical Colleges are measured on the percentage of faculty teaching in the 
Fall who meet minimum SACS criteria for credentials. Standards of achievement vary across the 
sectors and are indicated in the charts below. Additional detail and definitions can be found in the 
Year 9 Performance Funding Workbook, Revised October 2004: 
http://www.che.sc.gov/Finance/Perf Fund/Yr9WorkBook Rev.htm . 

Figure 2.1 Percent of Full-Time Faculty with Terminal Degrees in the Primary Teaching Area 
Source: CHEMIS and Institutional Reports to CHE 

Research Universities 

2A - Percentage of full-time faculty with terminal degrees in the primary teaching area. 



For Year 9, a standard of 75 - 
84% earned a score of 
"Achieves" for 2A. In Years 
8 and 9, this indicator did not 
include Instructors for the 
Research and Teaching 
sectors. 
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Four- Year Colleges and Universities 

2A - Percentage of full-time faculty with terminal degrees in the primary teaching area. For Year 9, a 
standard of 70 - 84% earned a score of "Achieves" for 2A. In Years 8 and 9, this indicator did not 
include Instructors for the Research and Teaching sectors. 

\ 

Percent of Full-Time Faculty with Terminal Degrees 






100 . 0 % 

75 . 0 % 

50 . 0 % 

25 . 0 % 





The Citadel 


Coastal 

Carolina 


Collegeof 

Charleston 


Francis 
M arion 


Lander 

University 


SC State 
Univ. 


USC Aiken 


USC 

Beaufort 


USC 

Upstate* 


Winthrop 

University 


□ Fall 2002 


96.6% 


92.1% 


92.0% 


88.4% 


88.7% 


86.8% 


90.4% 


84.2% 


93.8% 


88.9% 


■ Fall 2003 


95.1% 


90.6% 


90.0% 


87.7% 


86.3% 


86.3% 


93.9% 


85.7% 


97.5% 


89.4% 


□ Fall 2004 


90.7% 


88.1% 


88.6% 


88.6% 


86.7% 


93.4% 


94.3% 


89.3% 


93.2% 


89.6% 



J 



*Formerly USC Spartanburg 



Two-Year Institutions-Branches of USC 

2A - Percentage of full-time faculty, including Instructors, with terminal degrees in the primary 
teaching area. For Year 9, a standard of 60-74% earned a score of "Achieves." 
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Technical College System 

Figure 2.2 - Indicator 2A- Percentage Teaching in the Fall Who Meet Minimum SACS Degree 
Criteria for Credentials 

For Year 9, a standard of 98-99.9%, or all but one meeting criteria, earned a score of "Achieves." 
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Compensation of Faculty 

Indicator 2D - Compensation of Faculty as a measure of average faculty salaries. For research and 
teaching sector institutions, the average hy rank for the ranks of professor, associate professor, and 
assistant professor is measured. Beginning in Year 6, the rank of instructor is excluded. A score is 
earned for each rank average. These individual scores are averaged to produce the indicator score 
earned. Standards of achievement are listed in the figures helow detailing the average hy rank for 
research and teaching institutions. For the Two-Year Campuses of USC and for the Technical 
Colleges, the average faculty salary data are displayed. 

During the transition period from 2-year status to 4-year status, USC Beaufort is scored on a related 
indicator measuring the increase in the average salary of full-time faculty, excluding Instructors. 

As was the case last year, 2D measures the average faculty salary for each two-year institution. The 
regional campuses of USC are assessed based on the overall average salary due to the low numbers of 
faculty at the various ranks. In the State Technical and Comprehensive Education System, faculty 
rank does not apply, so technical colleges are assessed on average faculty salary. 

Full-time faculty includes those whose annual salary is not zero, who have an employment status of 
full-time and a primary responsibility of instruction (greater than 50% of assigned time). For 
medicine and dentistry, salaries less than or equal to $40,000 are excluded. 

For technical colleges, unclassified continuing education program coordinators are included. 

Average salary is defined as nine to ten month salaries or eleven to twelve month salaries converted 
to nine month salaries. Salaries for basic and clinical medicine are not converted. 

For Year 9, Fall 2004 data were considered. 

Figure 2.3 Indicator 2D - Compensation of Faculty 

Source: IPEDS Salaries Survey (9-month contract basis) 
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Assistant Professors, Four-Year Colleges and Universities 

For Year 9 ratings, the "Achieves" range was $36,840 - $43,701 for Four-Year Colleges and Universities. 
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Associate Professors, Four- Year Colleges and Universities 

For Year 9 ratings, the "Achieves" range was $44,787 - $53,129 for Four-Year Colleges and Universities 
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Professors, Research Universities 



Compensation of Faculty - Professors 
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Professors, Four- Year Colleges and Universities 

For Year 9 ratings, the "Achieves" range was $56,164 - $66,624 for Four-Year Colleges and Universities 
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The data below represent the average full-time faculty salary over the last three years. 

Compensation of Faculty - Full Time Faculty 



>. 

TO 

TO 

CO 

0> 

O) 

TO 

(1> 

> 

< 



$60,000 

$45,000 

$30,000 

$15,000 

$0 



use Lancaster USC Salkehatchie USC Sumter 



USC Union 



□ Fall 2002 
■ Fall 2003 



$49,289 

$48,548 



$43,889 

$43,705 



$48,163 

$48,297 



$45,479 

$44,793 



□ Fall 2004 



$51,074 



$46,281 



$50,316 



$45,924 



For Year 9 ratings, an 
"Achieves" range of 
$35,687- $45,156 applied. 



Section 2 - Quality of Faculty 



State Technical and Comprehensive Education System 

The data below represent the average of all full-time faculty over the last three years. The technical 
colleges do not have faculty rank. 

For Year 9 ratings, an "Achieves" range of $34,188 - $43,260 applied. 
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Section 3 - Classroom Quality 



CLASSROOM QUALITY 

This section presents a group of tables and performance funding indicators designed to give a picture 
of the overall quality of the classroom experience in South Carolina’s institutions of higher education. 

Table 3.1, required by Act 255, as amended, indicates the number and percentage of course sections 
taught by full-time faculty, part-time faculty and graduate assistants. 

Data on national accreditation of specific academic degree programs are provided in Table 3.2, 
which summarizes the number of programs at each institution that are eligible for accreditation based 
on a CHE-approved list of agencies and programs and the number of those that are accredited. Some 
accrediting bodies (e.g., education and public health) accredit schools or units within the institutions, 
while others (e.g., business and engineering) accredit individual programs within the school or unit. 
The numbers seen in Table 3.2 reflect the number of accrediting agencies that acknowledge one or 
more programs at the institutions. The process of accreditation involves an external review based on 
national standards typically pertaining to the curriculum, faculty, students, resources and overall 
administration of the program; therefore, attainment of such accreditation is often considered an 
indication of overall program quality. However, some institutional administrators intentionally 
choose not to pursue accreditation for an accreditable program because the cost to do so is considered 
too high. In performance funding, institutions are measured on the percentage of accredited 
programs, with the standard for an “Achieves” being 90 - 99%, or all but one program accredited. 
Measurement details for each institution are displayed in Section 1 1 . Institutional performance on this 
indicator for Performance Year 9, 2004-2005, is shown in Figure 3.1. 

Each Teaching Sector institution is expected to attain accreditation by the National Council for 
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). Performance funding indicator 3E-Institutional 
Emphasis on Quality Teacher Education and Reform encompasses this accreditation measure 
within subpart 3El-Program Quality, NCATE Accreditation. To earn credit, attainment of initial 
accreditation and maintaining such accreditation once achieved are expected. As of June 30, 2000, all 
public teacher education programs in South Carolina were accredited by NCATE, and remain so. 
Beginning in Year 6, the Research Sector is no longer included in Indicator 3E. However, their 
education programs also meet NCATE standards and are accredited. This accreditation is also 
included as part of indicator 3D- Accreditation of Programs. 

Also as part of Indicator 3E-Institutional Emphasis on Quality of Teacher Education and 
Reform, Teaching Sector institutions are measured on the success of their graduates on teacher 
certification exams (3E2) and on producing teaching graduates who can fill critical shortages - both 
for specific subject areas (3E3a) and for minority teachers (3E3b). These data are displayed in Figures 
3.2 -3.4. 
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Section 3 - Classroom Quality 



Courses Taught by Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty and by Graduate Assistants 

Provided here are data across all four sectors on the type of instructional personnel used to teach 
Lower Division sections during Fall 2004. Full-time Faculty are those personnel at the institution 
who were identified as full-time at the institution, had primary responsibility (over 50%) for 
instruction, and had a reported salary on CHEMIS. This definition captures faculty that were 
included under the Salaries, Tenure, and Fringe Benefit report. For the technical colleges, unclassified 
continuing education program coordinators are counted as faculty. Lower Division here represents 
those courses that were coded in the CHEMIS course file as Remedial or Fower Division, including 
courses offered for credit toward the first and second year of an associates degree program and 
technical/vocational degrees offered helow the haccalaureate level. 

TABLE 3.1 LOCATED ON THE NEXT PAGE 
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TABLE 3.1 - Courses Taught by Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty and by Graduate Assistants 



Fall 2004 

LOWER DIVISION SECTIONS TAUGHT BY 







Eaculty 


Graduate Assistants | 


Institutions 


TOTAL 
















LOWER 


Full Time 


Part Time 








DIVISION 


# 


% 


# 


% 


# 


% 




SECTIONS 














Research Universities 
















Clemson 


1,772 


566 


31.9% 


827 


46.7% 


379 


21.4% 


USC Columbia 


1,904 


919 


48.3% 


669 


35.1% 


316 


16.6% 


2004 Research Subtotal 


3,676 


1,485 


40.4% 


1,496 


40.7% 


695 


18.9% 


Eour-Year Colleges and Universities 
















The Citadel 


434 


270 


62.2% 


164 


37.8% 


0 


0.0% 


Coastal Carolina 


924 


543 


58.8% 


381 


41.2% 


0 


0.0% 


College of Charleston 


1,447 


914 


63.2% 


533 


36.8% 


0 


0.0% 


Francis Marion 


552 


464 


84.1% 


88 


15.9% 


0 


0.0% 


Lander 


446 


349 


78.3% 


97 


21.7% 


0 


0.0% 


SC State 


572 


452 


79.0% 


120 


21.0% 


0 


0.0% 


USC Aiken 


422 


284 


67.3% 


138 


32.7% 


0 


0.0% 


USC Beaufort 


205 


117 


57.1% 


88 


42.9% 


0 


0.0% 


USC Upstate* 


535 


286 


53.5% 


248 


46.4% 


1 


0.2% 


Winthrop 


893 


498 


55.8% 


395 


44.2% 


0 


0.0% 


2004 Four-Year Subtotals 


6,430 


4,177 


65.0% 


2,252 


35.0% 


1 


0.0% 


Two-Year Branches of USC 
















USC Lancaster 


184 


no 


59.8% 


74 


40.2% 


0 


0.0% 


USC Salkehatchie 


106 


61 


57.5% 


45 


42.5% 


0 


0.0% 


USC Sumter 


161 


125 


77.6% 


36 


22.4% 


0 


0.0% 


USC Union 


58 


31 


53.4% 


27 


46.6% 


0 


0.0% 


2004 Two-Year Subtotals 


509 


327 


64.2% 


182 


35.8% 


0 


0.0% 


Technical Colleges 
















Aiken 


519 


286 


55.1% 


233 


44.9% 


0 


0.0% 


Central Carolina 


518 


353 


68.1% 


165 


31.9% 


0 


0.0% 


Denmark 


245 


174 


71.0% 


71 


29.0% 


0 


0.0% 


Florence-Darlington 


932 


575 


61.7% 


357 


38.3% 


0 


0.0% 


Greenville 


2,048 


1,286 


62.8% 


762 


37.2% 


0 


0.0% 


Horry-Georgetown 


906 


593 


65.5% 


313 


34.5% 


0 


0.0% 


Midlands 


1,692 


948 


56.0% 


744 


44.0% 


0 


0.0% 


Northeastern 


296 


168 


56.8% 


128 


43.2% 


0 


0.0% 


Orangeburg-Calhoun 


485 


397 


81.9% 


88 


18.1% 


0 


0.0% 


Piedmont 


1,274 


668 


52.4% 


606 


47.6% 


0 


0.0% 


Spartanburg 


744 


425 


57.1% 


319 


42.9% 


0 


0.0% 


Tech. College of the Lowcountry 


317 


230 


72.6% 


87 


27.4% 


0 


0.0% 


Tri-County 


780 


383 


49.1% 


397 


50.9% 


0 


0.0% 


Trident 


1,798 


1,098 


61.1% 


700 


38.9% 


0 


0.0% 


Williamsburg 


173 


73 


42.2% 


100 


57.8% 


0 


0.0% 


York 


760 


482 


63.4% 


278 


36.6% 


0 


0.0% 


2004 Technical College Subtotals 


13,487 


8,139 


60.3% 


5,348 


39.7% 


0 


0.0% 



*Formerly USC Spartanburg 
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Indicator 3D - Accreditation of Degree-Granting Programs 

This indicator is used in assessing program accreditation in the performance funding system. Details 
regarding accreditation as applicable to performance funding are found in Section 11. Since April, 
2002, institutions are assessed in performance funding on percentage of accredited programs. It 
should he noted that CHE policy provides an institution five years to attain full accreditation after a 
new program is added at an institution and provides the same length of time to gain accreditation of 
an existing program when an agency is added to the list of accrediting bodies recognized by CHE. 
Eor additional information, see our website at http://www.che.sc.gov and go to "Academic Affairs 
and Eicensing. " 

Eor use Beaufort, this was a compliance indicator during the transition from two to four-year status, 
based on satisfactory progress toward SACS accreditation as a four-year institution. 



The following charts show accreditation percentages used in Year 9 performance funding ratings. 

Figure 3.1 Indicator 3D - Accreditation of Degree-Granting Programs 
Source: Institutional reports 

The “Achieves” range in effect for all institutions was 90% to 99%, or all but one program, for 
ratings in Spring 2005. 
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* Transition indicator in place 
**Formerly USC Spartanburg 
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In Year 9, the Citadel, College of Charleston, and Francis Marion had all hut one program accredited. 

Two-Year Branch Campuses of USC - The only branch campus having programs eligible for 
accreditation is USC Lancaster. Both of its programs are accredited. 
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Year 9 Accreditation Data and Table 

In addition to reporting the performance levels on accreditation for the most recent scored 
performance year, the law requires that institutions report their current program accreditation status. 
The following table (Table 3.2) gives accreditation information submitted by the institutions on 
August 1, 2005. This information will be updated in the Spring of 2006 for performance indicator 3D. 
The reader may note that, due to the use of updated data for performance funding calculations, 
numbers on institutional ratings reports may differ from those displayed in this table. 



The numbers presented in Table 3.2 (next page) reflect a count of the number of agencies for 
which the institution has one or more programs accredited. 



39 



Section 3 - Classroom Quality 



Table 3.2 Accreditation of Degree-Granting Programs. Source: Institutional IE Reports to 
CHE 







As of June 30, 2005 






Areas Eligible for 
Accreditation 


Areas with one or More 
Programs Accredited 


% Accredited 


Research Universities 








Clemson* 


16 


14 


88% 


USC - Columbia 


27 


27 


100% 


MUSC 


15 


15 


100% 


Teaching Universities 








The Citadel 


4 


3 


75% 


Coastal Carolina Univ. 


5 


4 


80% 


College of Charleston 


8 


7 


88% 


Francis Marion Univ. 


5 


4 


80% 


Lander University* 


7 


6 


86% 


SC State Univ. 


14 


13 


93% 


USC - Aiken 


4 


4 


100% 


USC - Beaufort 








USC-Upstate** 


5 


5 


100% 


Winthrop University 


14 


14 


100% 


Two-Year Branches of USC 








USC - Lancaster 


2 


2 


100% 


USC - Salkehatchie 
USC - Sumter 
USC - Union 

Technical Colleges 








Aiken Tech 


6 


6 


100% 


Central Carolina Tech 


6 


6 


100% 


Denmark Tech 


3 


3 


100% 


Florence-Darlington 


11 


11 


100% 


Greenville Tech 


16 


16 


100% 


Florry-Georgetown Tech 


12 


9 


75% 


Midlands Tech 


14 


14 


100% 


Northeastern Tech 


2 


0 


0% 


Orangeburg-Calhoun 


11 


11 


100% 


Piedmont Tech 


10 


10 


100% 


Spartanburg Tech 


10 


10 


100% 


Tech Coll, of LowCountry 


6 


6 


100% 


Tri-County Tech 


10 


10 


100% 


Trident Tech 


14 


14 


100% 


Williamsburg Tech 


1 


1 


100% 


York Tech 


12 


12 


100% 


Total 


270 


257 


95% 



*These institutions have one program within the five-year window for accreditation. 

**Formerly USC Spartanburg 
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Section 3 - Classroom Quality 



Student Performance on Teacher Education Examinations 

Performance Eunding Indicator 3E, Subpart 3E2a measures the percentage of students who pass 
the PRAXIS II Professional Learning and Teaching (PLT) exam. As of 2000-01, graduating teacher 
education students are not required to take this exam immediately upon graduation, hut are given a 
three-year window to take and pass the exam. Differing institutional policies on test-taking hy new 
graduates led to test-taking rates that vary widely, causing a situation in which charting the 
institutional passing rates would lead to meaningless comparisons. This indicator has been deferred 
since 2001. Data on prior years are reported in the 2001 edition of A Closer Look. 

Performance Eunding Indicator 3E, Subpart 3E2b measures the percentage of students who pass 
the PRAXIS II Specialty Area Exams. These exams are required of all graduates. In Year 6, this 
indicator was identified as the mission focused measure for teaching sector institutions. Clemson and 
use Columbia continue to report the data as part of Indicator 7D. 

Eour-Year Colleges and Universities 

The chart below represents the percent teacher education students at each institution who passed 
Specialty Area Examinations during the year indicated. Since 1999-2000 these have been based on 
the PRAXIS II exam. In previous years they were primarily based on the National Teachers 
Examination. The annual reporting timeframe is April 1 - March 3 1 . It should be noted that the pass 
rates for the Praxis II exam are based on all student takers rather than first time takers as on other 
certification exams reported in Section 7 of this document. 

Although Clemson and USC Columbia are not included in this indicator, their education graduates 
take the same exams. Eor 2003-04, Clemson’ s students had a pass rate of 86.9% and USC Columbia’s 
students had a pass rate of 97.5%. 

Eigure 3.2 Percentage of Students in Teacher Education Programs Who Pass the PRAXIS 
II Specialty Area Exams. Source: Institutional IE Reports to CHE 



The “Achieves” range for this indicator was 75% - 89% for Performance Year 9 




* Does not apply 
** Formerly USC Spartanburg 
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